7/1/83 


Congresonan Qlem En gl i 
House of HepresentatLves 
Washington, S.C. 20315 

Hear Congxoasman Knglish, 


The staffer who responded to ne under date of 6/24, bg, completely mlsunder- 
stood jay latter and toy purpose in writijag you* 

I did not ask fdr help for aa* That would bo improper for both of ua. 1 did 
Mt ask your subcotardttee "to invaotigate individual cwahlaintB of violntLons of 
the" Act* 


Bather, and I thought I made it eaplttit, did C write in the interest of 
pvemtniae the Act as we now know it and 1 sent a copy of an affidavit which 
raflects what, from the title of ycwr subcamaitteo, 1 would Him to hope is a 
dudLtable matter for its attention. 

If I'bwcs is a subcommittee m the operationo of the ffustLoe Itepartment 
and any roasoa to believe that porjusy and itp atibomatten to net a miitable 
TObjeot for its attention, well, no wonder ■Uiatv for more lhan a I am 

fanaiiar with bothw perjtay ard ltd Swbesnetlon. The Congress is lioonsina it. 

Bwen approvingidt. 

With iregard t4 the proposed ajnendment that 1 uoderatand from Georgs l>ardnar*s 
story the APW has agreed to, eliminating certain CIA components from K)1A 
entirely, bcoed on cy experiawses with it and litigation with it, ihat amand- 
mont will jarobably include all files of its supposedly illegal dgmestlo 
operationo from POXA requests. 

almost an insult to write aameonw who Includes an affidavit for an 
nar Pola case that is in its sixth year (without tha Initial searches either made 
or claimed to liave been made) and tell fain Shot ’*tho Act provides ujudioiBl 
roaedios." And ttitai add what la not truo, "I notice thixb you are already XKaJOBribbtK:'; 
pursuing your i-igfat to appeal.” 

Do you really believe what bg i«oto, after leamine that in this case I've 
been in court for more than five years, that "1 trust youn-HlLl obtain apuroprlate 
sjellfif from tho courts.” 

Beoaise 1 do believe your staff can read end understand, I do net believe 
he read my letter, leave al(»e the «iolosure. 

What I also wrote you about is the Department’s suooees in rewriting the Act 
^1^ by placing tha burden of iwoof oa the roquester/plalntlff. They have ais court 
order to show that they succeeded, I think this lOao was clear in aji letter. 

Do you geflitto think that a court which issues such an order, which tolerates 
mra than five years of stcaiewalllng and worse, could poaatble consider gjwmting 
"appropriate relief?" 


Sincerely, 


Harold Weisbeig 



